burgeoning modern cultures of the various countries in which Roland worked and lived over an extended period of time. In part at least, the texts paint a picture of a feminine self informed by international travel, social bonds and left-wing political affiliations, but does so from the perspective of a woman forever on the outside looking in. A particular focus of the texts is Roland's relationships with the three men who mattered most in her life: her exhusband Ellis Davies, her communist lover, Guido Baracchi, and the master of Montsalvat, Justus Jörgensen whom she names as the one she understood least but "had the most profound effect on [her]" (11) . Read as a biography, The Eye of the Beholder is an interpretive understanding of the philosophy of life, marriage and (in)fidelity espoused by Jörgensen, his influence on the people who helped him to build Montsalvat and Roland's reconstruction of her love-hate relationship with him. As Roland tells it, Jörgensen was an enigmatic, boastful man possessed of a seductive personal magic that was powerful enough to override his ruthless treatment of others and bind them to him. This paper addresses the complexities of Roland's backward looking view of Jörgensen's complicated nature, conceptualised within a narrative frame of reference that involves the interplay of power relations between writer and written subject. As Nicole Moore writes:
... Jörgensen's life and family history is the text's extensive time frame, and the most ordinarily biographical sections of the book are those detailing his ancestors and his life before Roland knew him. Their lives interconnect, of course, but operate also in opposition. The shifts between them are power struggles, a fight for authority as Roland exploits her presumed status as biographer to justify departure from that role into autobiography. According to Roland, he admired Jörgensen to the point of worship. She also claims that without Skipper's patronage Montsalvat "could never have been built" (48). In Roland's account, Skipper filled his life with family, work and Jörgensen. As she puts it, he was "an avid listener who noted everything Justus said, quoted him on every possible occasion and wrote flattering accounts of him in the Bulletin" (97). But, as Roland has it, Jörgensen repaid Skipper's admiration by behaving like a bully towards him, declaring for example, that his bouts of ill-health were just "a convenient excuse for being a failure" (102). For Roland Jörgensen's tokens of disrespect were a "handy stick with which to beat" (101) Skipper and disrupt the equanimity of his family.
Roland's opposition towards what she saw as Jörgensen's capacity to dominate and control the lives of those who helped build Montsalvat is evident throughout the book. However, her private lettersconcedethe vulnerability of her position as the chronicler subsequently chosen by him to write its history. 5 There was, she feared, a very real possibility that she would be alienated from the commune, and the friendships she had made over many years destroyed, if her observations of life there were seen to be too harsh, or to stem from a desire to cut Jörgensen down to size. 6 But rarely in life do such opportunities present themselves to a writer. Having been given Jörgensen's blessing to make use of the papers held in the colony's archives proved too tempting for Roland to resist. Instead, Montsalvat became the setting for the exercise of auto/biographical narrative power and for a story she came to see as her "spiritual duty" to write. 7 To produce her version of life at Montsalvat under Jörgensen, Roland referred to her own diarised and recalled experiences linked to a transcription of the writings of others, among them Jörgensen's wife Lily as well as Mervyn Skipper and his wife Lena. Roland's methodology meant that she acted as assembler, reader, author, editor and narrating subject,to produce a recognisable "revised real" (Gilmore 2001: 125) version of how Jörgensen acted out his authority within a self-styled bohemian environment. Simply put, Jörgensen's invitation established Roland's authority to rework disparate literary discourses, extensively peppered with her own, to create a type of afterlife for the authors of the documents he made available to her. In the process of writing about others, she wrote about herself in relation to them, to produce an auto/biographical script in which the "I" and "You" were brought together in the performance of narrative. Indeed the performative nature of the text is made clear by the inclusion of a list of "Dramatis Person " (np) even before the story begins.
Given this, and as the title of the also book suggests, it would be a mistake to assume that Roland's narrative follows an auto/biographical code which invites readers "to trust it, to take its observations at face value" (Davey 1997: 127) . Rather, like many other forms of storytelling, whether on the stage or on page, a self-conscious exercise of the imagination is in play -to the full extent of the pun..
The voice of the text is retrospective, authoritative and unmistakably Roland's. Yet many of the sets of ideas she presents as arising from the records of witnessing individuals are 'spoken' in her absence, their meaning grasped only in relation to Roland's chosen discourses of representation.What readers are presented with, is an imaginative discursive construction whereby the distinction between the auto/biography and fiction becomes blurred. Donna
Bennett puts it well when she observes that "the act of constructing a biographical narrative is, by its nature, already an act of fictionmaking " (1997: 203) , a fiction of a fiction, if you will. Given the desire of any writer to tell a good story, it is impossible to know how much or how little of Roland's auto/biographical narrative involves gaps, the refining of events for dramatic effect, or the collusion between non-fiction and fiction. It might also be argued,
however, that despite her use of first person singular "I" Roland's reconstructive interpretive process has the effect of introducing a certain "we-ness" into her narration that confers communal rather than individual control over her writing of the Montsalvat story. By simulating thoughts and words that were not her own, Roland effectively "disperses herself into the past, into the stories of others" (Smith 1993 : 100) as signifiers of her ever-changing sense of self as a social being. The multi-layered discursive practices of the narrative not only reflect the current position of Roland as the teller of the tale but also transform the subjective "I" or all-seeing, authoritative "Eye" into a socio-culturally connected "We". Such a "We" comes out of a "profusion of positions [which] recognize the textuality of [women's] autobiographical identity" (Gilmore 1994: 40) 
Justus Jörgensen and the birth of Montsalvat
Jörgensen -"Jorgy" or "Norway" to his friends -was the Australian-born son of a Norwegian sailor, Simon Jacob Englehardt, and Nora Schieber, a once aspiring opera singer and the daughter of a Melbourne architect. Jörgensen was born into a Catholic family. As his niece Jenny Teichmann observes, Jörgensen had been moulded by the church but had rejected its authority whilst still believing "in the possibility of rightful authority" (2005: 38), a credo which Roland asserts he put into practice at Montsalvat. 10 In 1916 Australian bohemian tradition is generally thought to have begun in the 1860s with the English immigrant, larrikin, man about town and author, Marcus Clarke (Kirkpatrick, 1992) .
Bohemia in the Clarke tradition was practised by ensuing generations of artists and writers keen to foster a masculinist philosophy of erotic idealism and empathyfor the environment.
Jörgensen's love of the environment stemmed not from Australia, however, but from a desire to continue a love affair he had with Burgundy in France where he travelled as a young man. 
Visionary or Monster?
In her memoir My Story, which was published 21 years after The Eye of the Beholder, Sonia
Skipper recounts various activities on the site which, for her helped to weld individuals into a community. The picture Sonia Skipper paints of early Montsalvat is of young, willing-towork, enthusiastic students full of laughter and fun. As she tells it, Jörgensen's students acquired many skills, from sex to sculpture, to leadlight window-making whilst serving the Master's interests (2005, 80 , Bhabha: 1990 , McClintock: 1995 , Said: 1978 , Spivak: 1999 , Young: 1990 Roland describes as congenial but discriminating. As she writes: friendly [...] and warm though their welcome was, there was a barrier through which I could not pass. Perhaps that was because I was a writer, not a painter, therefore not of the elect. Not that it mattered very much, I was happy to be allowed to sit on the fringes of the circle, listening and learning. (64) The denial of exclusion as a point of resentment towards the Meldrumites is very much at odds with Roland's life-long struggle to be accepted as a writer who had earned a place in the sun. As such, it reinforces the pattern of unreliability and lack of self-scrutiny evident in the Christ" (160) and was an egotistical rule-maker who believed himself to be above his own rules. As she tells it, his controversial marital arrangements revealed a masculine philosophy bound up with sexualised gender codes which saw him become "more admired than condemned" (160) by students and wayward, mistress-keeping husbands alike. In Nicole Moore's view, the ways in which Roland "both perpetuates and undermines [Jörgensen's] sophistric homilies and prescriptive ethics, and her occasional tributes to him, grudging and so apparently honest, reflect her own status as his candid recounter" (1991: 37). It can also be argued that the identity Roland prescribes to Jörgensen as the authoritative "I" who writes him as "You", is grounded in her (re)construction of him as a gendered subject within male dominated social rhetoric of what constitutes "natural" masculine and feminine behaviour.
Male and female identities alike are formed within patriarchal politics which, over time, have reproduced the patterns and processes of inequality reflected in the everyday lives of women. (Roland, 1984; Skipper, 2005; Vanderkelen, 2002 (Moore 1991: xi) . At this moment, in contrast, Roland chooses to turn a blind eye to her self-confessed sexual promiscuity and focuses on Jörgensen's bullying influence which, as she saw it, infused all aspects of the lives of his wife and mistress to such a degree that they lacked any sense of self worth. Once again Roland's autobiographical model of selfhood is called into question as the picture she paints of herself is of a woman whose psychosexual identity involves self-deceit.
In the story of the past she remakes in the present, she becomes simultaneously "I" and "You", an individual with context dependent, oppositional needs and desires which are difficult, if not impossible, for reader and writer alike to reconcile.
The Views of Others

Later publications have produced very different versions of the Master of Montsalvat to
Roland's with regard to his exercise of power and domination within the boundaries of the commune. In her The Cruel Man (2002), 13 Melbourne socialite Sue Vanderkelen reveals that she was another with an idealised view of Jörgensen's philosophy of life. Vanderkelen only adds to the puzzle of the strange attraction he held for men and women alike when, for example, she writes of Jörgensen's extra-marital relationship with Helen Skipper:
Not for an instant did they, those otherwise upset and violated parents, imagine that Justus had taken the loose and easy path in the matter of himself and Helen. They realised that Justus was a courageous thinker, evolving a moral code of his own, rigid and difficult, a perilous course through a hostile world of opposing values -a world of sheep who fear change. Justus knew only too well that he had to reconcile the growing love between Helen and himself not only with [his wife] Lily but with Mervyn and Lena. If Helen decided to throw her lot in with his, then her family [and Lily] would have to follow. There would have to be an understanding and an acceptance all round. (Vanderkelen, 2002: 164) For Vanderkelen, Jörgensen's ideological position on sexual relationships, known as his "theory of consideration" (Roland, 1984: 92) "was not the road to self indulgence, on the contrary it was the opposite course" (Vanderkelen, 2002: 43) . As she has it, Jörgensen was concerned with the irreconcilable nature of people's struggle against the erotic stimuli of the world around them vis à vis the demands of orthodox morality (Vanderkelen, 2002: 42-43) . 14 Jörgensen's authority-driven discourses of morality contain all the hallmarks of masculine cultural processes of domination, or phallocracy, under which women's sexual behaviour was, and continues to be, judged.
Roland maintains that, rather than freedom and understanding, Jörgensen's followers suffered a form of bondage whereby they were assigned roles of listeners, never speakers. For her, their needs and desires were always secondary to those of Jörgensen who claimed the right to speak for all at Montsalvat. Roland depicts one particularly harrowing scene involving a heated quarrel in which she questionsJörgensen's authority was to only to incur his wrath. As a consequence, she is left feeling "that [she] had been physically thrashed" (200)and, temporarily at least, loses all her regard for Jörgensen. Nevertheless we can see a level of pleasure to be found in both obedience towards the rule-maker and transgression against him when she goes on to state:
Whatever differences I had had with Justus in the past there had been no bitterness, either on his part or mine, rather there had been a feeling of affection and respect. Now all that had changed and I felt poorer as a consequence". (202) Roland's reconciliatory comments expose the complex paradox of Jörgensen's influence, in a setting that was supposedly incommensurable with the real world, yet reproduced its social order in terms of gender inequality. For all his faults and outrageous acts, Roland still insists that Jörgensen had helped her to "develop many of the things about [herself] that were worthwhile" (203), a statement that points up the intricacy of her own needs whilst simultaneously revealing women's place in the hegemony of lived experience. Carolyn
Heilbrun tells us that statements such as these by female autobiographers are tied to complex images of 'manhood' and 'fatherhood -men to whom women are "connected passionately and intimately, however painfully. 15 In Heilbrun's view, to forgive is a state "which almost all women autobiographers seem eventually to reach [but this] must not be allowed to obscure the great difficulty women have in coming to terms with" (65) men whom they know are villains but are also sources of love for them.. There seems little doubt that Roland experienced much difficulty in the unravelling of her feelings and desires within the deep history of male privilege that informs the world of representation in all its manifestations.
Much like Helen Skipper, its source may well be located in what she describes as a futile struggle to have both her point of view and identity as a writer received with respect by Jörgensen unless she observed his rules.
Justus Jörgensen was never Roland's lover. She writes that Jörgensen "had no appeal for
[her], rather the reverse" (12) . But the fact that she returned so often to the artists' colony he established and lorded overcontradicts her life choices. What Roland achieved or expected to achieve by clinging to Montsavat and Jörgensen remains largely a mystery, but at one point she writes:
The people here were in a sense my people, the nearest thing I had to a family. Jorgensen (sic), perhaps, the father figure. rather than as a mark of shame as was the case for many women of her generation. But it also meant she would have to "submit to Jörgensen's authority, fully aware that total submission was the price he would demand" (156). As she puts it, "to submit was not in my nature"
(247), and was a price she was unwilling to pay. even after admitting that all was not well between herself and Jörgensen? What lies at the heart of the obsession she seems to have had for the people, the place and the man in particular? Was it that Roland could not do without Jörgensen or Montsalvat, relative to an elusive sense of stability and permanence of place in her life as she chooses to remember it (Schick 1999: 21) ? Does her story of represent the history of women's dependent social position and have found themselves trapped in a narrative of survival in patriarchal culture?
The answers to these questions seem lost in time but may well lie "in the mass of words" (315) she wrote to give an account of her life within the representational space of auto/biography. In that space, the "I" becomes a textual self which is also a "You" formed across "a network of differences within which the subject is inscribed" (Gilmore, 1994: 85) , but which is never fully known, even to itself. In The Eye of the Beholder Roland imagines and imitates a self which performs the roles of subject "I" and object "You". Her identity is split, re-aligned and sutured between past and present selves to create the desired self-image she would have readers behold. As Liz Stanley observes, however, "the self who writes' has no more direct and unproblematic access to the self who was, than does the reader" (1992:
61). The same can be said for the reinvented written self who would be. (315) she was no closer to solving the riddle than when she had begun. The truth, it seems, is more complicated than any narrative when trying to come to terms with, or understand, a life It is possible that Jörgensen came to represent all the beauty and ugliness, the freedoms and restraints of Montsalvat but, in the final analysis, he remained an enigma. What is clear is that, whatever strange alchemy Jörgensen may have possessed, it was he who provided
